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The E.F. Johnson Company ("E.F. Johnson"), by it. attorneys,

pursuant to section 1.415 of the Rules and Regulations at Federal

co..unications Comaission ("FCC" or "Commission"), hereby submits

its Co...nts in response to the Notice of Proposed Rule MAking

("Iotice") adopted by the FCC in the above-referenced

proceedingll in which the co..ission proposes to modify the co

channel protection criteria for Private Land Mobile systems in

the 800 and 900 MHz bands.

I.

B.F. Johnson is a leadinq designer and manufacturer of radio

co..unication syeteas and specialty



iE. _

one of the three large.t provider. of land IlObile radio .y.t_

in the united state.. E. F. John.on i. one of the leaders in the

SMR indu.try with a .i9Dificant share of the do...tic installed

infra.tructure and .ubscriber radio units. The coapany has

establi.hed trunking protocols and open architecture standards

with its clearehann.l LTR8, a aulticbannel trunk.d radio product.

Th. ca.aission'. propo.al i. r ••pon.ive, in part, to the

Petition for Rule Making subaitted by the National A.sociation of

Bwaine.. and Educational Radio, Inc. ("NABER") ~I NABER'.

petition addr•••ed the co-chann.l ••paration requireaents for

cbann.ls in the Gen.ral category and Bu.in... pools. The

co..i.sion's action i. also re.POnsive to a Petition for Partial

Further R.consideration sub.itted by Motorola in the Docket No.

90-34 proceeding. In its pleading, Motorola outlined the

inadequacy of .-ploying 40/30 dBu analyses in determining the co

chann.l .eparation criteria for SMR .tations.ll

B.F. Johnson support. the co..i ••ion'. effort. to bett.r

develop the .eparation crit.ria for co-channel facilities.

Lic.n.... .hould operate in an enviro~nt that i. as

~I Petition for Rule Making, RM 8028, filed March 6, 1992.

II The co..i ••ion accepted the Wle of 40/30 dBu analys.. in ca...
where applicant. proposed waiver ot the regulations, which
otherwi•• required 70 aile separation or compliance with the
table contained in section 90.621(b) (4) of the regulations. The
Ca.ai..ion stopped accepting waiv.r reque.ts ba.ed upon the 40/30
dBu separation criteria as a re.ult of ita Order, DA 92-1570,
released November 16, 1992.
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intart.renc.-fr_ .. po.sible. As an equipaent aanufacturer, the

high quality ot B.F. Johnson's products cannot be realized it the

regulation. do not enaure adequate co-cbannel separation. In

addition, B.F. Johnson is an SIIR licen..e and holds 800 MHz

authorizations in various locations throughout the country.

Accordingly, a. a leading equipaent manufacturer and as a

licen••e ot SNR sy.t... , E.F. John.on is pleased to have the

opportunity to sua-it the following Ca.aents.

II. OW''"'
In it. Motic., the co.-i••ion proposes modification of

exi.ting co-channel protection criteria in order to provide

licen.... with adequate interference protection and, at tbe ....

ti.., to acbieve rea.onable spectrua efficiency. E.F. Johnson

agrees with tbe co..ission's objectives and supports the proposed

rule revision. designed to increase protection from interference.

In so.. instance., E.F. Johnson believe. that the Commission has

not gone far enough to protect licensees from entities seeking to

obtain authorizations on a speCUlative basis. Accordingly, the

coaaission should take additional ..asures, a. outlined below,

and as aight be sugg••ted by others, to ensure that licensee. are

able to realize the maximum capabilities of their equipaent.

&. Int-'l. C1'lt,eria for - At 10D-'n Liaeue.

The rul_ governing the separation of 800 MHz co-channel

station. are almost twenty years old. Since their adoption,

3



.---
there bave been significant technical advances which have .ade

th_, in .."y inatances, oNolete. In 1974, when adoptinq the

existinq rul.., the cc.ais.ion daterained that the u.. of a 40/30

dBu contour criteria would provide adequate protection froa

interference.!! Specifically, the Ca.aission deterained that

the undesired signal should be 10 dBu down from the de.ired
.~ ....

signal and, thu., at the 40 dBu contour of a station, the signal

strength of a co-channel facility could not exceed 30 dBU.~!

However, today's more sophisticated equipment has created a need

for increased interference protection, particularly since good

quality signals can be received well beyond that envisioned in

1974. As the Ca.aission itself has recognized, "[olver the past

decade, significant technological advancements in transaission

..thod. and radio de.ign have enabled land mobile comaunications

to extend beyond tho.e areas anticiPated in 1974 when the 40/30

dBu criteria were developed.ni! Accordingly, E.F. Johnson

strongly agree. with the Commi••ion that increa.ed interference

protection i. nece.sary and fully supports the aore re.trictive

40/22 dBu standard.

In adopting a 40/22 dBu standard originally, the Ca-aission

considered the 17 dB signal difference (40/23 dBu) used by the

cellular indu.try and included a terrain variation factor to

il

~I

il

second Report and order, Docket No. 18262, 46 FCC 2d 752
(1974).

14. at 775, , 78.

Baport ao4 Order, P.R. Docket No. 90-34, 6 FCC Red. 4929,
4931, , 13 (1991).



..
arrive at 40/22.1/ Thu., theoretically, the 40/22 dBu .tandard

provide. SMa licenae. with the .... interference protection

currently enjoyed by cellular operator.. E. F. John.on aqr...

that SMR provider. should receive at least as auch channel

protection as cellular operator.. In fact, E.F. Johnson asserts

that SMR provider. need even aore interference protection.

Cellular operator. have control over a geographic region

and, thus, for the .cst part, can control the level of

interference in that region. SIIR operators, however, do not have

that lUxury and do not have any control over co-channel or

adjacent channel use in their .... geographic region. Thus, E.F.

Johnson .upport. the Co.-ission's proposal to increase

interference protection for SMR syste.. so that such systeas are

at lea.t as protected as cellular operators.

Finally, E.Y. Johnson agrees with the comaission that there

is no .ound reasoning for disparate treatment of SMR and non-SNR

channels and urges the adoption of a 40/22 dBu protection

criteria for both types of channels. As the Commission

recogniZed, the current distinctions are confusing, burden.o..,

and unwarranted.

•• .rgpyatiiM 'reeJiatiioa Mtllotloloca

The co..ission also seek. co...nt on the continued use of

its R-6602 curves which are based upon average terrain conditions

1/ Matiea at n. 4.
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and ..y not be accurate tor specific local conditions.1I K.F.

Johnson generally does not oppose the continued use of the R-6602

curves becau.. of the adainistrative convenience their us.

otfers. To the extent that modifications can be ..de to the use

ot the R-6602 curves that preserve their administrative

convenience with a .ore accurate reflection of protection

requir...nts, K.F. Johnson would support those changes.

There are two cases today where such continued use of the R

6602 curves raise significant interference potential. The.e

situations should be addressed in the context ot this rule ..king

proceeding. The R-6602 methodology a.sUlles an average terrain

roughness. Such an assuaption does not provide adequate

interterence protection where (1) the terrain is smooth and flat

such as portions ot Florida, the midwest and other areas; or (2)

the terrain is JlOuntainous or rugged and extreme drops occur,

such as in portions of Southern California, Oregon and

Washinqton. Where the terrain is saooth and flat, signal

intensities do not falloff quickly when traveling away frca the

trans.itter site and can carry for great distance. Likewise,

where a significant drop in terrain occurs, signals can carry

auch further. Thus, in both caaes, use of the average R-6602

curves does not provide adequate protection and actual terrain

II Since the ca.ai••ion propo.e. use of either a 70 .ile
distance separation or the 40/22 dBu table, frequency
coordination would no longer be required on a regular basis.
Thus, pr_uaably, the iapact of u.ing R-6602 .ethodology
would only be significant in the waiver context •
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featur.. should be taken into account. Consideration of such

terrain factors is in the public interest since, absent such

consideration, interference to licensees and significant

degradation in siqnal quality could result.

The ca.alssion should rec09Qize, th.refore, that licen...s

aay validly object to the grant of a co-chann.l station (or

validly petition to reconsid.r the issuance of an authorization

of a co-channel station) in instance. of flat t.rrain. Fr.qu.ncy

coordinators can play an important role in ensuring that

Particularly flat areasa

a

a



Any waivers .uat be supported by truly unique circUlllltances and

should be r ..erved for situations where unusual topographic

considerations apply.

The ca.ai.sion proposes to continue use of its existing 70

.ile (114 ka) distance .eparation standard. E.F. Johnson

supports the continued us. of this standard, so lonq as stations

have the option to utilize the 40/22 dBu table where low power

operations are proposed. In this way, applicants would be able

to rely on a qeneral standard for hiqh power, hiqh tower

operations while, at the same time, have the option of utilizing

the table where circumstances warrant a more SPecific analyses,

such as where low power or low antenna heiqht is proposed.

Ca.aenta are requested on whether there is atill a need to

distinquish between, and have separate rules for, stations in

different .ettinqs and having a different service area

requireaents. E.F. Johnson aqrees with the co..ission that the

proposed separation table addresses the concerns reqardinq

different types of stations. Different requlations for stations

in different locations is administratively burdenso.e, except

where the requlations recoqnize valid terrain differences as the

basis for different treat.ent •

•
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Th. FCC que.tiona whether ita increaled protection of 40/22

dBu will reaolve concerns reqardinq interference to and frOll

Bobile unit.. E.I'. John.on agree. with the Co_ia.ion, that

adoption of the 40/22 dBu standard will help alleviate

interference concern.. Additional ....ure., if adopted, should

not be adaini.tratively burdensome. The co.-i••ion may wi.h to

revisit the requir...nt to provide more protection to and from

mobile units as low power systems proliferate.

III. goJICLg'IQM

E.F. JObn.on fully supports the commi••ion'. propo.als to

provide incr.a.ed interference protection for co-channel SMR

lic.na.... Such chang•• are long overdue and, in light of the

significant technical advances since the adoption of the current

rule., are nece••ary to adequately protect SMR oPerations and

en.ure good quality .ignals.

t



WIIBRBPOJlB, 'l'lIB PRmIISBS COJISIDDKD, E.P. Johnson subllits the

foregoing C~nts and urges the ca.aission to adopt regulations

consistent with the views expressed herein.

Respectfully sua.itted,

!'1m ..... JOBII8OII COIDUY

By: ~:J.lH
RuIii8CPox
Catberine M. Withers
GARDNER, CARTON, & DOUGLAS
1301 X street, N.W.
suite 900, Bast Tower
Waabington, D.C. 20005
(202) 408-7100

Its Attorneys

Dated: June 14, 1993
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